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Ve ‘with this Section 114 request. The Agency s Section 114 authority is not unlimited and any
**“request for information, especially one involving the 1mp1ementatlon of future monitoring, -
and analysis, must be appropnateiy scoped and may not impose undue time, costand - . . R I
. “resource burdens on aregulated entity. In this case, the initial monitoring program requested
<+ by U.S. EPA'will cost as much as $400,000 and take over a year to unplement “This level of
-effort is unreasonable and unduly burdensome, especially as directed at an issue where the.

- .. j:Indlana Department of Enwronmental Management (“IDEM”) u. S EPA’S approved Z_Z_.'j 'Z'Z'i'i"'i. I
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- Associate Reglona.l Counsel S Via Email and__Me;_-‘_._senge[_* s
= United StatesEnvrronmentai Proteotlon Ag,ency ' L e
'_.ReglonS A o Sl : : : o Sl e e

'_3:-'For 1ts part by subm;ttai dated January 20 2012 Peabody proposed a technlcally TIGOTOUS: . e
- Monitoring Plan consistent with both U.S. EPA practice in the Region and specific dlreotlon e

"PEIO_'N_IO'

e e from IDEM.This Monitoring Plan is designed to proyide U.S: EPA with exactly thetype -
T _ancl level of information requ1red to fulfill its purposes- under the Clean Air Act. As such, it
- is appropriate, properly scoped and, under any construct, fulfills the language, intent and R
-purposes of Section 114. As set forth below, Peabody recognizes that additional or extended R

s E:_ monltonng commltments may be reqaested by U S EPA in ilght of the results of the
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' Z_Peabody Mldwest Mmmg, LLC (“Peabody”) is in recelpt of your Ietter of Mareh 15 20]2
" requesting a response from the Company to certain outstandlng issues with respect to the

proposed Bear Run Mine Fugrtrve Dust Momtorlng Plan (“Momtormg Pian”) submltted by

~ provides the addltional mformatron requested by the Agency and further responds to each’
- open issue. With Agency concurrence, Peabody is prepared to proceed with the'

:1mplementatlon of the proposed Monitoring Plan conslstent wrth the accommodatrons :
prowded in this ietter ' : .

: 'f;As a general matter Peabody remains: troubled by the Ageney s apparent 1n51stence on

.Peabody S pursuit ofan exceedmgly broad and costly monitoring initiative in connectlon'




RS requested by Uss. 'EPA; Importantly, Pedbody has proposed to conduct the requested - SIS
T momtormg durmg the worst case Sunimer monitori ﬁgplrlod when dust emjssions associated Chimrn

2 with mining operations will be at their highy els. | As noted, Peabody is cognizant of the e

1.7 fact that; should ‘this highly: representative samplmg period 1de11tlfy potential comphance e

i goneerns, the Agency will be seeking fo. expanc the reqmred scope of the monitoring = == ? S

... program.. For now, however, especially in light of IDEM’s conclusions on the’ comphance -
- status of Peabody’s operations, Peabocl,ls_fe_igl@to proceed with this mitial round.of
Zij:momtormg w1thout the addmonal cost and’ resoukpe comrmtments requested in your mmal R

forth in 1 its Momtormg Plan for the Jurie through September time perlod Upon complettonﬁ : IR S

S‘*—lcwlﬁj U‘/ ‘I’ Mﬂﬂ[’!ﬁ
_ : of th]S mmai round of momtormg, Peabody w1ll commlt toa: meenng wn:h the Agency to-

.durmg the samphn_g period and. theneaié_fgr_@_nd_ppropnateness ofaddl__'_ nal monjtorjing
' Z'Z;':beyond the September tirne frame. e

determmmg the’ proper 1ocatlon of a1r momters for any Clean Air Act Cn‘llSSIODS testmg SRR
i program Thls process mcludes the aSSessment anci ana]y31s ofa Varlety of crlterla, EE .' R O \,J'

................. T
momtormg, Peabody retamed Bill Monnett of McVehll-Monnett Assocmtes Inc. (‘MMA” WQ‘WMCS
to prepare and implement the, monﬁormg Plan.” Mr, Monnett has over 35 years of aJN‘ﬁ X

= . experience conductmg air emission ‘monkoring at surface: coal niining sites and is.a. Cf\b aﬂ\o‘b
' 'demonstrated expert in the deve]opment and lmpiementatlon of effectlve air enissionis™ prwe

: .Eifthe momtormg site selectlon process Enclosed as Appendlx Alsa summary report from ORI
“MMA briefly summarizing the process followed:to identify proper monitoring locations. As_ Cilan o
;explamed in greater detaﬂ m Appendlx A1 the momtormg 51te selectlon process followed e

: Kathleen Schneiders_




estabhshed regulatory procedures and mciuded areview b MMA of reievant wmd roses and :
a comprehensive site inspection of the Bear Run Mine site by Mr. Monnett, Consistent with -~ =~

D FRMv FEM Momtors

mine site to capture maximum. off-site partlculate emission concentrations and at locatrons

3;_; 1ncluded w1th the MMA report descrlbmg the srte seleenon process isa detarled map
- showing the location of the proposed monitoring sites and on W
- relevange 10 the siting process (e.g., neighboring residences, mine operations, efc.). As SITINLL
.. referenced in Appendix A, Mr. Monnett is eonﬁdent that the sitiig process has properiy sited. L
- the air monitors consistent with U.S. EPA mandated practices and that the identified - o
monltorlng_loeatlons are perfectly placed to 43355 worst case emrssrons from the mme glven B
.. their proximity to neighboring residences and the active mining areas, As noted in the - S
- . MMA report, MMA did not rely on AERMOD modeling to locate the proposed. momtormg i
. sites.  AERMOD models are ill-suited to applications such as iarge surface coal mines where i -
an understandmg of site specific features and potential impacts are so important to the o
- assessthent process. Moreover, according to Mr. Monnett, any attemipt to devise an aecurate
- and reliable AERMOD modeling protocol for the Bear Run Mine would cost in the range of
~ $50,000 to $100,000-t0 implement. As explained by Mr, Monnett, any AERMOD ;..
conchusions would ultimately require site specific reassessment and yield results’ and

proposed monitoring locations exaotly where now proposed fsa result of the MMA

E momtormg srte selectmn process

E Peabody is eonﬁdent that the mformatron provrded in Appendlx A summanzmg the smng
L ptocess as well as the associated. maps depicting the locations of these monitors (and their -
proximity to property boundaries; neighboring residences, the active pitand other relevant =~
. site features and constralnts) will provide sufficient information for the Agency to coneur
. regarding the appropriateniess of chosen monitoring locations. Peabody will make Mr.
- Monnett available for additional drseussron should you have any fm’ther questlons on: the ki
momtormg srte selectzon proeess o SRR G

Peabody 5 Monrtormg Plan proposes the use. of Federal Referenee Method (“FRM”) PM- 10 e n
samplers for this monitoring program. ‘There is & substantial additional cost associated with e
“using the U.S. EPA requested FEM monitors - $15,000 for FRMs v. $75. 000 for FEMs, SRR
Moreover, IDEM has indicated a preference for the use of FRM. samplers as it continiesto L

- U.S. EPA guidance, Mr. Monnett considered a number of criteria in developing appropriate - o
-monitoring sites during the op-site inspection of the Bear Run Mine, including theneed to
site proposed momtormg locations in proximity to neighboring residences and the active .

. :;. that were geographically appropriate and ummpeded by srte hmltatlons 1nciudmg heavy L
e forest cover eonfronted at the Bear Run Mine site. -

questron the accuracy of the FEM monitors. Finally, contrary to U.S. TPA’s assertions m "

- your March 157 letter, the FRM samplers are not only sufficient to determine comphanee T

'wrih the 24 hour stdndard but continue 1o be reeogmzed in Ageney reguiatrons as. approved e

. Kathileen Schreiders . C UL T e e e e g
ApIEB, 2012 T SR - .



1o be: conducted N er'this-l.\i/'l:('mito:ri_nfg:i,_;f :'-'Eff :

- / e
n_IDEM rence. for F amplers; and th
' W ula atmns the use. of FRM me

s LR el 2 T ..f'f;:_'addltlonal lead samp]mg ofany kind is dpproprlate As noted prevmus!y, the lead content ino
el T - :Bear Run Mine coal is below haokground soil concentrations in Indiana soils.: Additionally; - R
% ds explained in Appendlx B, MMA has calculated lead- concentrations associated with PM = -
' " emissions at the Bear Runi Mine: These caleulations clearly establish that the calculated tons o
per year of lead emissionis assoc:lated with the Bear Run Mine are well below any levels that - .

i would trlgger regulatory actlon of any kmcl Tl'us eonclusmn 1s of course eons&stent with the e

el 'Peabody appreclates the opportum‘ty to pr0v1de thlS response and U. S EPA’S conSIderatlon e
e D of the additional information provided herein. Peabody has proposed a eomprehenswe and e

i technically sound Monltormg Plan, with associated significant cost and resource - '
L '_bommltments in response to the’ Agency § Section 114 request.: Based on ‘the nature of the
i .request and. the Company s de51re to manage f‘ Hanmd! eonmderatlons and the mterests of

. Kathleon Schneiders -
o ApH B, 20927 e




pmwdcd herem lmmedlately upon approval by U S. bPA We are avatlable to dlscuss any
.outstandmg 1Ssues at your convemence.-.- . : s

S

: J _nW Watson

Mary Frontczak """

: :CH'IDMS1I3_D1474A.1__' e T e

o B creioo U Kathléen Schneiders R ;'_-:_: : ST L e e e P_égeE
T S ARG, 2012700 e T LT e e e s T RO



ApnM 2012

' Ambrent Monntormg Sltmg at Peabody Mrdwest Mrnrng s (PMM) Bear Run M:ne

gt In. accordance wrth Sectron 2 0 of the Bear Run Mrne Fugrtwe Dust Momtoring Ptan dated January 20
PRSI MR . ek e McVehil-Monnett Associates, inc. ("MMA") has ‘completed' its technical. review. of the Bear Run
: R j_operattons for-the: purpose ‘of selecting: appropriate - sites: for the. monrtorlng of - maximum short. term SR
D e concentrations. of PMyg as requested by UiS, EPAL This: technical review pracess included -a thofough. .- .. &
o s review of available wind roses and other relevant information provided by PMM and an inspection.ofthe, ~
‘o BearRun Mine and surround:ng site; features and property. - Per the directive of U.S. EPA Region V. twg -
- sitesrwere to. be selected in close: proxrmﬂy to the active’ it area to' assess worst case propérty Jines o
- concentrations and <@ third. sité. was selected in’ a’ generally upwsnd drrectron o degcnbe natural SRR P
e Z[background conoentratlons bemg transported into the mine.’ . S s R T

St ';_':;';_'_'; 5 y :Re\new omed Rose Data and Other Informatron

TR N features and consrderatrons to ensure the accurate srtmg of- monrtors to assess worst case site. condlt!ons NSRS It
S eand emissions from the mine operatrons Con5|stent with: regutatory guidance, the overndmg objectrve.'.':“ R
LT was to dentify candidate locations close to active mining areas, downwind of the active pit. Pursuantto
oL EpAs Quality Assurance: Handbook: for' Air. Pollution - Measurement: Systers, Votume H Amb;ent Al :
SRR Specrfrc Methods those locatrons also needed 1o meet the foilowrng srtmg crrterta

. goed exposure to generai wmd ftows and unobstruoted by trees or topographrc features
access controlled by oravailable to- PMM S S
* reasonable dccess to line power . i
: f 'proxmate to nerghbormg reS|dences

i 'monrtoring : ln fact the Greene Sulll\ran State’ Forest backs’ the lrne of nerghbonng resrdences' :
e rmmedtatety east and downwind ‘of the: actwe pit (Plt 1 = see Attachiment 2).-In addition, State. nghwayé_i'ﬁ '

;-159 and the raliroad also parai!ei the eastern Bear Run permlt boundary, further hmmng suttable 51tes D




S 'reS|dences north of the actwe plt area are severat rnrles away, whrEe neaghbormg resrdences are.as close“ A
~«-as 1100 feet to the east of the active pit. Based on this' detailed site inspection, | was. able to find twg |
- downwind sites and one upwind site mesting the requusrte orrtena ~These- locanons are shown in the- S
attached map and descnbed more fui[y beiow SR : Ll

The southernmost sate #1) ls located just otf 'SH159 on an abandoned Tot now owned by PMM As
. referenced on the attached map, this proposed monitoring site is immediately adjacent to several homes,

: E:The Iocatron seieoted for Srte #2 IS roughly 2500 feet northeast of the actrve p|t and Just north of the

a-number of which are occupied by residents who have regrstered past complaints regardrng dust impacts

. during active mining operations. One such residence is. approximately 100 feet north of the selected ' s
.monitoring site. Moreover, this site is but 1300 feet southeast of the active prt and represents the ciosest B
.-practrcai Eocatlon to those emassron~oausrng actmtaes B R : RS

" northernmost -resident who has raised historical concems regarding mining operatuons and dust.:: This =

.. -location is very ‘well suited to: measure concentrat:ons “from the strong southerly and southwesterlyﬁ; Sy

3-component3 shown in the Lawrenoevr%le wrnd rose.. :' e T T e

'-.:Frnaiiy i |dent1f|ed an upwrnd site (#3) on property c;ontroiled by PMIVI that srts approx1matety 4 0 mrles-_i_L:i >
‘“west/northwest of the :active pit:: This site is well exposed to characterize background concentrations. - s

-upwind of the PMM property Italso oﬁers an exceifent location for the reqursde 10 meter meteorolog:cat R
";j_-tower o . ST :

: -'_'3Conoiusionsi

© The teohnncal review has suocessfully rdentrfued the appropnate iocatrons for prOposed monltorlng sites. %

.= The chosen locations rely heavily on wind rose data and relevant site specific features and other relevantf L
" considerations, lnciudlng access rights to- property and the avaiiablhty of utiliies, - MMA is confident that =~

: oothe ldentlﬁed sites are properly. Jocated to determme any impacts on nearby residences and to assess o SRR

'.'::E maximem off~property PMip concentrations. - The review and site rnspectaon also confirmed. that the

o 'presence of the. active pit and off-site receptors makes the siting process straightforward, with the iocation - -

process, no technical benefit will be gained by oonductlng additional modeling or other assessments,

‘of preper monitoring sites easily discernible. - In tight of these considerations and the outcome of the siting - -

B _rncludmg the Use of the very costly AERMOD model proposed by U S. EPA Models such as AERMOD L

like a surface coal mine.. Any modeling results wauld also need to be reassessed in light of site specific
j__consrderahons and otf—51te receptors and Would Iead back to the :denhﬁed SItes proposed in our re\new ;'f BT
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APPEND]XB_:'555:-

:MEMORANDUM 8

.:JohnWatson Bake &McKenzre LLP j:jj:. ' i r

e Ialf Monnett McVe:

:Monnett Assocaates Inc

ijpnt 4 2012

o ;f---:At your request thls memorandum wutt'respond to foliow up quastrons from U S EPA regardmg the__ B S EEL
- source -and significance of monthly lead cantent sampling data provided fo the Agency in Cannection with i
“the submittal. of the’ Bear Run Fugitive Dust Monltonng Plan (* Momtonng Pian’ e prepared by McVehil-
sl Monnett Assoctates Inc: (“MMA”); dated - January - 20,2012, -for the: Peabody ‘Midwest Mining, (LLC
Ciioos e ("PMMY). Bear Run. mine - Specifically,- MMA: . prepared memorandum, dated: January 10;: 2012, :
plbsn o summarizing the resutts of lead sampling-data for coal sourced from the Bear Run mine. Acopy of that' = e
ce s memorandum s ‘attached. hereto as Appendix ‘A The Agency raised subsequent questlons regardmg e e
el table of - lead - content data for the ‘coal . included: with the: memorandum and llkewrse requested-.--'-- e L
Rt conf:rmation that the data actuatly reﬂected coal data from Bear Run ' g o

- _Z_By way of response this memorandum wrll conf"rm that: the tabte summanzrng iead data Wi h'was’;-;_-___;j__;'-j-__-j-i;f;j
. provrded 1o U8 FPA With the'Momtoring Ptan : was prepared uti[rz:ng coal samptmg data co!lected R e ey
L2017 at the Bear Run mine. . Further, the: abbrevaatron “TE" means. Trace. Element; and: “STKE Means: i
et Stoker Coal g ' ' _tions for the analys:s type and coal N

S 'momtorlng or sampl:ng is. requ[red or warranted as the ]ead content in F’MM’s toal is belew background R
: Iead concentratlons Jn tndlana soﬂs Fuzthermore MMA has caiculated a. reasonable worst case potentrat SR

e Coai prep ptant _____
: ____C_:oai mine. 41,155.09 TPY (fumttve)
11 475 12 TPY --

UAS shiown. by the foad: data prov:ded i Appenidix B of our: January 10 subm;ttat the ‘average leadf
.+ concentration - of ‘Bear: Run: Mihe' coal’ is:10.25. ppm.. Using:’ the: average iead concentration AN
R uncentrolled unhmlted F’N’E PTE the 5ead PTE is O 118 tons per year : . P e g

L ,The caiculated PTE fcr !ead at Bear Run is weﬂ betow concentrations: that wouid tr:gger any klnd of DT
Lt federal or state regUlatory. action. The only regulatory requirement we: find. for'lead monitoring s in 40 11 i
S U CFR Part-58: This Fule is applicable to state and local air agencies setting up. monltormg networks; andto g
i j"'éiownersfoperators of proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD} spurces. While this rule is not

e oo in any: way applicable to Peabody’s Bear.Run facility (because Bear Run is ‘not a major PSD solrce), it .
s candbe used as: A benchmark for understanding at-what leve! an ‘agency might consider the reed for. " *

: ;_petent:a! mon:tormg 40. CFR §58 10(a)(4) sets fead monrtormg requrrements for Certaii ‘sources emrttlng'_;:;_'_ PRI

-0:5 tons. perf year. lead- or more: -The: Bear Run facrhty potential: to:emit (PTE) for lead i3 welt below thig oo v i

'-lif'yalue_ Therefore there s no_regulatory basls or sclentific rationale for additional Eead momtonng of any_;;j___'_ L




klnd at Bear Run For its part MMA is aware of no Iead momtormg that is currently bemg conducted at
any surface coal mlne operatmg n the Umted States e




-:.:McVehli-Monnett Assoctates, g, (MMA} has rewewed the U S EPAS Ciean Alr Act Sectlon 114(a):3:" '

L .'ZRequest for Information, dated November 17, 2011, recelved by Peabody Midwest Mining, LLC (PMMY
‘regarding” its ‘Bear Run Mine located in. ‘Carlisle, ]ndlana ‘As distussed, the Section: 114(a) request .« "

- includes @ request for PMM Ic collect and analyze three sampiés of Bear Run Mine coal for lead content, ... 7
PMM currentiy conducts ‘mernthly samp!mg of Bear Run Mane coat For tead content The results of the [ o

lead sampllng iS summanzed betow

. Lead Content of Bear Run Mme Coal

-The attached table was’ prepared by IVIMA from iabctatcrry resuits for lead content prowded by PNIM aﬂd el
ﬁthelr contract lab, - This table shows the-average: lead concentration of Bear Rutt, Ming i¢oat to 5e10,25
ppm For comparlson purposes, the sverage naturally-occuiing background tead content of Indiana soils® -

" is: 16 ppm. See USGS Elernent Concentrations in Soits and Cther Surficial Materials of the Cotermirious:
-United States -U. 5. Goaolegical Survey. Profssswonat Paper. 1270, U2 8. Government Pripting” Offigg, : =
.. Washington,. D. C.;-1984 - Therefore, the average fead concentration of Bea; Run Wine:: caat xsﬁ- SR

P slgnlfacanﬂy tess than the average backgreund ccmcentrabon m Indlana sosis

: ;j-ConcIusnon -:_:j:_: j._

'Regu ar fead samptsng conducted by PMM at the Bear Rufi Mine conf;rms that Iead content in Bear Run
Mine coalis considerably less than naturally occurring concentrations found in Indiana soils:: These' 7
.concentrations present no risk of exaeedances of any Clean’ All’ Act regutatory thresholds or Nahonal
,jAmbzeﬂtAlr Qualtty Staﬂdards SR L R i




MONTHLY COAL _LEAD CONTENT_AT BEAR RUN MINE

FOR 2011
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